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COMMENTS ON EXAMINER'S STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR ALLOWANCE 

This is in response to the Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance at page 3 of 
the Notice of Allowability attached to the Notice of Allowance of September 2, 2004. 

This Comment is being filed to correct and clarify the record. 

In the Office Action dated May 29, 2003, The Examiner also rejected claims 7-9 under 
§ 103(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent No. 5,030,440 of Lywood, et al. ("Lywood") in view 
of either U.S. Patent 6,1 10,862 of Chen, et al. ("Chen") or U.S. Patent No. 6,103,660 of Yperene, 
et al. ("Yperene"). The Examiner further rejected claims 7-9 as being obvious over U.S. Patent 
No. 3,872,025 of Singleton in view of either Chen or Yperene. Applicants addressed these 
rejections in the Amendment filed on August 13, 2003 as follows: 

Applicants have amended claim 7 such that claim 7 now recites, in part, 
that the shifting catalyst body comprises a carrier composed of at least one metal 
oxide selected from the group consisting of Ce, Zr and Ti, having a BET specific 



surface area of at least 10 m 2 /g and Pt supported thereon. Support for this 
amendment is found in original claims 3 and 4 and in the specification at, for 
example, page 5, lines 12-15. Therefore, no new matter has been added, and 
entry of the amendment is respectfully requested. 

As stated in the April 15, 2003 Amendment, the cited prior art references 
do not teach, suggest, provide a motivation for, or a reasonable expectation of 
success from such a catalyst body. Thus, in consideration of the amendment to 
claim 7 and Applicants' earlier arguments in support of claim 7, the method of the 
invention, as now recited in claim 7, is not obvious in view of the cited prior art 
references. It follows that, since claims 8-9 and 15 all depend directly from claim 
7, claims 8-9 and 15 are also not obvious in view of the cited prior art references. 
Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the Examiner's rejection of 
claims 7-9 are respectfully requested. - 

Since the Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance only addressed one of the 
grounds for rejection of claims 7-9, the Statement should also have indicated that claims 7-9 are 
allowable for the above additional reasons advanced by Applicants. 
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